 Rich, 1989) 
Invocation
The publication, in 1986, of the anthology Writing Culture: The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography set off a debate about the predicaments of cultural representation that shook up American anthropology and brought a new self-consciousness to the discipline (Clifford and Marcus, 1986 ; cf. Geertz, 1988) . Even those who shredded the volume in their critiques acknowledged its importance by giving it their serious attention (Scholte, 1987; Sangren, 1988;  Spencer, 1989; Geertz, 1988: 131) . At 25,000 copies, the book has also sold well, a rare feat for an academic collection of essays published by a university press. That Writing Culture became the kind of book which anthropologists could vehemently disagree with, but not ignore, is remarkable if one considers that its major purpose was to make plain an incredibly obvious fact: that anthropologists write.' To be sure, the various contributors took pains to show that anthropologists are writers of a peculiar sort, who have to deal with varying degrees of authority, allegory and angst, for their aim as authors is always to tell about what happened in 'the field' after they have returned to the academy, and usually a nice home in the suburbs (though this was implied more than overtly stated). The book's most solemn move was to question the politics of a discipline that depends on the words of (frequently less-privileged) others (Faludi, 1991 (Stacey, 1990; Kondo, 1990; Brown, 1991; Abu-Lughod, 1992; Scheper-Hughes, 1992; Behar, 1993 (Moraga and Anzaldua, 1983; Mohanty, 1991; di Leonardo, 1991) . Difference, rather than sameness, the original glue of feminism, has become the operative term of feminist anthropology (Moore, 1988) . This turn toward difference, inspired by the critiques of women of color, has shed light on yet another of the key absences in Writing Culture. Not only were women anthropologists excluded from the project, but so too were 'minority', 'indigenous', 'native' or 'halfie' anthropologists, for whom the boundary between self and other is not so clear cut (Abu-Lughod, 1991; Lim6n, 1991; Chabram, 1990 Nicholson, 1990; Wolf, 1992 (Rosaldo and Lamphere, 1974; Reiter, 1975 (Rosaldo, 1989; Pratt, 1990 (Henry, 1991: 66) .
In fact, a key conclusion of the debate has been the need not simply to add the work of excluded writers to standardized reading lists, but to examine how the process of marginalization has shaped the works produced within the dominant culture. (Geertz, 1988: 137 in an ahistorical, acultural realm of the classics, but by determining which emerging ethnographic writings will be inscribed into the discipline and which will be written off. As Nencel and Pels state, 'To be taken seriously in the academy, we also have to write ourselves in the history of the discipline and, consequently, write off rival academic currents ' (1992 : 17) .
Recently, American anthropologists have bemoaned the fact that their colleagues in literature leave them out of their discussions about the canon and the possibilities of multicultural teaching in the university (Weiner, 1992) .' Yet the continued lack of critical reflection about our own canon suggests that anthropology has yet to carry out the radical kind of self-examination that would truly bring its multicultural quest home. We assume that because we Native American woman, were often treated more as 'native informants' than as scholars in their own right (cf. Obbo, 1990) . Neither attained academic positions nor, until recently, had much of an impact on anthropology. Their white sisters fared better in getting their foot in the door of the academy, but unlike their male colleagues they did not go on to found departments of anthropology and create schools of thought in their name. Ruth Benedict was denied the Chair in Anthropology at Columbia University, only becoming full professor the year that she died, Gladys Reichard ended up teaching at an undergraduate college, and Margaret Mead was shunted off to the American Museum of Natural History (Lamphere, 1989 : 525) .
What all these women shared was an impatience with the flat impersonal voice that was becoming the norm in professional ethnographic accounts by the 1930s and a burning desire to reach a popular audience with their own creatively storied writings. Since that time, as Kirin Narayan (1993) has noted, there have emerged two poles to anthropological writing: on the one hand, we have 'accessible ethnographies laden with stories' (that are assigned to introductory anthropology students to whet their appetites) and, on the other, 'refereed journal articles, dense with theoretical analyses' (that are assigned to graduate students and privileged in core courses). But Narayan asks, 'Need the two categories, compelling narrative and rigorous analysis, be impermeable? ' (pp.28-29 (Narayan, 1993: 20 (Okely and Callaway, 1992 (Walker, 1983 (Bernstein, 1990) . A huge outpounng of articles and reviews on the subject appeared during 1990-1991. 7 Lutkehaus (1986) .
